March 6, 2003

War is easy; but peace, peace is hard.
When we hurt, when we fear, when we
feel vulnerable or hopeless, it is easy to
listen to what is most base within us.
It is easy to divide the world into us
and them, to fear them, to hate them,
to fight them, to kill them. War is
easy.

But peace is hard. Peace is right, it is
just, and it is true. But it is not easy to
love thy enemy. No, peace is hard. As
my friend and mentor, Dr. King, said
when he spoke about the Vietnam War:
“War is not the answer. Let us not join
those who shout war. These are days
which demand wise restraint and calm
reasonableness.”” He was right then and
the wisdom of those words holds true
today. War was not the answer then,
and it is not the answer today. War is
never the answer. It is not too late to
stop our rush to war. Let us give peace
a chance.

——
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BisHorp of Utah). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) is recognized for
5 minutes.
(Mr. MORAN of Virginia addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
——
IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, it is
clear that Saddam Hussein has been
and continues to be a threat to Iraqg’s
neighbors, his own people, and to all
peace-loving nations of the world. The
United States and the United Nations
have recognized the dangers posed by
his pursuit of nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons. The world has wise-
ly taken action to proactively address
this threat.

The issue is not whether Saddam
Hussein is a terrible dictator or wheth-
er or not he is dangerous. He clearly is.
The issue is whether a preemptive war
is justified now. | believe the answer is
no. Iraq is neither an immediate or an
imminent threat to the security of the
American people. Aggressive inspec-
tions and disarmament by the United
Nations with the full support of mem-
ber states can be successful. We have
time to work together with the inter-
national community to collectively ad-
dress the threat of Iraq without resort-
ing to war and without endorsing a pol-
icy of preemptive attack.

Following the devastation of World
War Il, the United States showed tre-
mendous leadership in the world as we
created international institutions and
a framework of international law to
prevent war and to sustain and main-
tain peace. We were the leaders in pro-
moting a world where conflicts could
be resolved peacefully and coopera-
tively. While never perfect, this system
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of international institutions has been
remarkably effective. | and many oth-
ers around the world are shocked and
dismayed by the unilateral,
confrontational approach that this ad-
ministration has taken in the world
arena. We must recognize the con-
sequences in the world community of
our rejection of Kyoto, of the Inter-
national Criminal Court, of the treaty
to ban land mines, and our own with-
drawal from the ABM treaty. We must
be mindful about how our criticisms of
the U.N. and NATO are heard through-
out the world community.

We have to recognize that after 9-11,
the world came together in solidarity
with our loss, working with us to find
the perpetrators, to break up al Qaeda
and arrest its leaders, to interrupt the
flow of money. It should have been
crystal clear that fighting terrorism
and protecting American security
would require our friends and our al-
lies; cooperation, not confrontation.
Yet the administration instead en-
gaged in a single-minded drive to
achieve its Iraqgi objectives at any cost
instead of developing a policy to deal
with lIrag by working with our allies,
by working with the world community.
Even if the administration gets what it
wants this time, what is the long-term
damage to our international relation-
ships? How will it impact our efforts to
stop terrorism and protect the security
of the American people?

I am worried. The people that | rep-
resent are very anxious. It seems more
and more likely that war is around the
corner. What will that war be? Are the
American people prepared? The Amer-
ican people are expecting, | think, a
smaller conflict than we are walking
into, perhaps a Grenada, a Panama or
the first Gulf War; quick, hopefully few
casualties, troops in and out within
weeks or months. | think that this war
would be different. After a large ground
war to capture the entire country, we
will likely occupy Iraqg. The Army
Chief of Staff, General Shinseki, esti-
mated that we would need 100,000
troops or more for the occupation. We
have no idea how long they would have
to stay. Mr. President, we need to hear
about your exit strategy, and we need
to hear that now.

The congressional debate that we had
last fall to authorize the use of force
against lraq did not prepare the Amer-
ican people for the ramifications of
this war and what this administration
truly envisions. | call on this adminis-
tration to answer the myriad questions
that have been posed by numerous
Members of Congress on behalf of our
constituencies before ground troops are
committed. All of Congress and all of
America stand by our troops, but we
think it is absolutely incumbent upon

this administration to answer our
questions.

———
U.S.-FRENCH RELATIONS IN LIGHT

OF IRAQI CONFLICT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, in the
current international debate on Iraq, |
have the very clear impression that the
United States and France are talking
past each other and not listening to
each other. More particularly, that the
United States is not listening to the
very nuanced views expressed by the
French. My assessment of the dialogue
is that President Chirac and President
Bush are in accord on the objective of
disarming Irag of weapons of mass de-
struction and the capability to deliver
such weapons. The Bush administra-
tion, however, has concluded that the
only way to achieve this objective is
through military action. In contrast,
the French and many other U.S. allies
and friendly observers favor continued
diplomacy in the firm belief that a vig-
orous, intensive weapons inspection
program will attain the disarmament
objective.

It would be useful for the Bush ad-
ministration to think more construc-
tively about France’s contributions to
international dialogue and its distin-
guished record of multilateral peace-
keeping as well as military interven-
tion when justified.

A few highlights would be instruc-
tive: France was a valuable partner for
the United States during the Gulf War
in 1991, deploying 10,000 troops and 100
aircraft in Operation Desert Storm.
From 1991 through 1995, France was an
active ally to secure the peace in Bos-
nia. During this important peace-
keeping mission, 70 French soldiers
were Killed and more than 600 wounded.
In 1999, France deployed the greatest
number of aircraft and flew the largest
number of sorties of any combatant in
Operation Allied Force in Kosovo.
France today is contributing the larg-
est contingent of peacekeepers in the
Balkans, more than any other nation,
including our own.

After September 11, French troops
participated in Operation Enduring
Freedom in Afghanistan where France
continues to place its troops in harm’s
way to provide security in that critical
region. French President Chirac was
the first foreign leader to pay his re-
spects to the United States in person
following the September 11 attacks.
This is a very significant record of val-
uable contributions that France has
made where and when needed to com-
bat terror and secure peace.

Our foreign policy would be better
served by respecting the historical re-
ality of the U.S.-French relationship.
We need to listen to the wise counsel of
this longstanding friend of America
which has learned how to deal with the
Islamic terrorist threat from its own
painful experience in Algeria, Tunisia
and Morocco and the large Arabic-Is-
lamic population among its own citi-
zenry.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD a New York Times op-ed piece
on this very subject.
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